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The focus of this study was to determine the extent of the relationship between 
shared decision-making and school climate. In order to explore these constructs, a 
quantitative survey included SEDS-R, OCI, and demographic items. The 109-item survey 
questionnaire was made available to K-6 elementary teachers in Mississippi.   
Two hundred twenty-nine teachers responded to the questionnaire using Qualtrics. 
Survey results from SEDS-R and OCI were downloaded into Excel and cleaned of 
incomplete data sets and participants who did not meet the specifications set by the 
researcher. SPSS was then used to average the results from SEDS-R and OCI. 
Demographic information gathered was used to categorize. Multiple regression analysis 
was then performed to find whether a statistical relationship exists.  
Overall, the researcher found that shared decision-making is not taking place in 
the participating teachers’ schools. Fewer than ten teachers reported high levels of shared 
decision-making within their schools. School climates, however, were rated high among 
the teachers who were surveyed. There was a statistical relationship between the two 
constructs, but it was found that there are likely other factors also contributing to positive 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 
In the late 1980s, teachers’ roles began to change when shared decision-making 
and teacher leadership became two prominent strategies for addressing schools’ problems 
such as low student outcomes, low teacher morale, and ineffective organization within 
school leadership (Griffin, 1995). Many researchers have credited successful solutions to 
these problems to shared decision-making because of its success in empowering teachers 
(Balyer, Ozcan, & Yildiz, 2017; Bogler & Nir, 2012; Conley, 1989; Williamson & 
Blackburn, 2019; Bass, 2008). Shared decision-making is still taking place as school 
leaders strive to utilize practices and improve leadership styles in order to meet the needs 
of the 21st century learners (DeWitt, 2017; Jennings, 2019; Harris, 2005; Williamson & 
Blackburn, 2019). 
The transition from autocratic leadership styles to shared leadership styles began 
in the 1980s when educational stakeholders recognized the need for school reform 
(Harris, 2005; Goodlad, 1984; Fairman & Mackenzie, 2015). After the release of A 
Nation at Risk in 1983, educators and stakeholders began to become concerned with the 
percentage of students performing below grade level (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003). Due 
to these findings, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) was 
reauthorized in the passage of Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA). This 
act had five main themes: high standards for all children, a focus on teaching and 
learning, partnering with stakeholders, student performance, and ensuring that the 
primary goal of purchases was aimed towards school reform (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 
2003). After years of somewhat failed attempts at school reform, George W. Bush made 
an effort to improve the educational system when he signed into law the No Child Left 
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Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).  The education system in America began to focus on 
accountability, local control, parental involvement, and intentional funding with the 
passing of this law. Schools began being assigned grades by their state departments of 
education based on students’ proficiency and improvements called Annual Yearly 
Progress (AYP) which led to overwhelming pressure being placed on administrators and 
teachers (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003). After fourteen years of little improvement under 
NCLB from America’s schools, In December 2015 President Obama signed into law 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The major change between NCLB and ESSA is that 
the states were now mandated to design and submit accountability plans. These changes 
were due by the 2017-2018 school year. With this law also came the opportunity for 
merit pay (Klein, 2016).  
The pressure to change leadership styles increased with each school law so school 
administrators began to transition away from authoritative leadership styles and adopt 
different forms of shared leadership styles that involve shared decision-making. Landeau, 
VanDorn, and Freeley (2009) claimed that administrators were given the responsibility of 
solving all the school’s problems, which led to administrators becoming overwhelmed 
with responsibilities and the role of an administrator became virtually impossible for a 
person to handle individually. From the beginning of school reform in the 1980s, 
administrators were expected to be change agents, instructional leaders, finance experts, 
curriculum and instruction masters, building managers, program directors, and 
community builders (Darling-Hammond, LaPoint, Meyerson, & Orr, 2007). 
Subsequently, because of the new pressure and added responsibilities, administrators 
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began to rely heavily on teachers to help lead within their schools (Balyer, Ozcan, & 
Yildiz, 2017).  
Shared decision-making calls for administrators to invite participation from 
teachers, parents, community members, and other stakeholders to participate in making 
decisions involving the school system. Because the structure and process of shared 
decision-making varies from school to school, finding a uniform definition for the 
leadership style that all researchers agree upon is difficult. In some situations, schools 
have leadership teams that meet periodically to make the decisions or coordinate 
initiatives that need to take place (Shared Leadership, 2013). Such leadership teams 
typically include a group of administrators, teachers, staff members, and other 
stakeholders. In another approach, administrators form committees to oversee particular 
programs or evaluate the effectiveness of a school initiative with the groups differing 
depending on the initiatives and the skills of the participating teachers (Shared 
Leadership, 2013). In spite of the fact that shared decision-making is different from 
school to school, researchers still purport that shared decision-making helps to make 
progress towards school reform (York-Barr & Duke, 2004; Wagstaff, 1995; Kenan & 
Yildiz, 2017; Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; David, 1989). 
Despite the variability in shared decision-making designs and practices, according 
to Lambert (2002), there are important features that all models should have in common 
for shared leadership to be effective. First, goals should be set and team members should 
be focused on a specific topic in order to achieve each goal (Lambert, 2002; School 
Climate Practice Briefs for Implementation and Sustainability, n.d.). Secondly, the team 
should have a vision that reflects the team’s core values (Lambert, 2002; School Climate 
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Practice Briefs for Implementation and Sustainability, n.d.). Thirdly, the roles should be 
assigned, and members’ participation should reflect involvement, collaboration, and 
collective responsibility (Lambert, 2002; School Climate Practice Briefs for 
Implementation and Sustainability, n.d.). Finally, once decisions are made, reflection and 
monitoring should take place throughout the process of implementation and adjustments 
are made as necessary (Lambert, 2002; School Climate Practice Briefs for 
Implementation and Sustainability, n.d.). 
Shared decision-making has been linked to many benefits throughout schools. 
Research has supported that teachers who take part in shared decision-making feel more 
empowered than do teachers who have not (Kenan & Yildiz, 2017; Bogler and Nir, 2012; 
Blasé & Anderson, 1995; Alkire, 1995; Day, 2000; Conley, 1989; Geuenert, 2000; 
Leonard & Leonard, 2003). Another positive correlation is that teachers who participate 
in this leadership style have a greater level of commitment to the educational enterprise 
(Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; David, 1989; Bair, 1992; Walsh, 1990; Brown, 1987; 
Hallingere, 2003). In addition to what teachers experience, student achievement has also 
been shown to be positively associated to shared decision-making (Bass & Riggio, 2006; 
Allen, Grigsby, and Peters, 2015; York-Barr & Duke, 2004; Williamson & Blackburn, 
2019). Finally, the decisions that are made collaboratively are purported to yield better 
outcomes and be more widely supported (Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; DeWitt, 2017).  
Shared decision-making has also been directly linked to positive school climate or 
school culture (Williamson & Blackburn; Bass, 2008; Veale, 2010; Fullan, 1992; 
Sergiovanni, 2005). For over 100 years, researchers have acknowledged the importance 
of school climate in education (Perry, 1908), but it was not until the last fifty years that 
 
5 
researchers began to study the construct. Kytle and Bogotech (2000) purported that 
school reform is more effective if the school climate changes than if personnel, school 
structures, or policies are changed. This is also supported by Wang et al. (1997).  
As with shared leadership, there is not universal agreement as to what school 
climate is. Some describe it as a feeling, vibe, atmosphere, or tone that a school portrays 
(Freiberg, 1999; Homana-Barber, & Torney-Purta, 2006). Some researchers agree that 
school climate is reflective of the school’s norms, goals, values, relationships among 
teachers and stakeholders, practices, and organizational structures (Cohen et al., 2009). 
The National School Climate Center (NSCC) claims that administrators can measure a 
school’s climate by five standards: shared vision, set policies that promote the whole 
child, prioritized practices, welcoming environment, and the presence of active 
stakeholders who work together as a community (Ciccone & Freiberg, 2013). In order to 
measure the school’s climate, one must analyze patterns of the stakeholders’ experience 
of the school (Cohen et al., 2009).  
Because school climate does not have a universal definition, it is difficult to 
identify what contributes to a positive school climate, but many researchers have 
concluded that educators and stakeholders should work together to develop the school 
climate and that there is a direct link between positive school climate and leadership 
styles with collaborative leadership being the strongest correlate (Gruenert, 2005; Yalcin 
& Karadag, 2013; Alig-Mielcarek, 2003; Harris, 2002; Sahin, 2004). Researchers such as 
Peterson and Deal (2002) and Bass (2008) claim that this is because collaborative leaders 
build trust, respect, motivation, and commitment with their employees. Veale (2010) adds 
that the practice of collaborative leadership contributes to the school climate by boosting 
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overall morale and creating a positive climate in which staff feel well-supported and 
believe that administrators have the child’s best interest in mind. These positive, 
productive relationships lead to the conclusion that these schools have a positive school 
climate. 
Positive school climates have been linked throughout literature with many 
constructs that affect students and teachers. Research supports that schools with positive 
school climates have higher student achievement rates (Roby, 2011; Dumay, 2009; 
Watson, 2001; Mcneil et al., 2009; Deal & Peterson, 1999; Schlechty 1997; Hoy, 1990). 
Another relationship noted in literature is that school with positive climates have lower 
drop-out rates and higher attendance rates (Rivers, 2003; Van Eck, et al., 2017; Ekstrand, 
2015). Finally, schools with positive school climates have a decrease in student behavior 
problems such as bullying, aggression, and victimization (Esplage et al, 2014; Low & 
Van Ryzin, 2014). 
In addition to positive school climates being related to constructs which affect 
students, teachers may also be affected by positive school climates according to literature. 
Coutts (2018) claims that teachers who work in positive climates are more likely to be 
content in their job. Maehr and Braskamp (1986) found similar results and also claimed 
that teachers who worked in more positive settings had higher personal investment and 
organizational commitment.  Positive school climates have also been associated with 
reducing teacher burnouts and increasing teacher retention rates (Coutts, 2018; Maehr & 
Braskamp, 1986). Finally, research supports that teachers who work in positive school 
climates are more motivated than teachers who work in school climates that are less 
positive (Coutts, 2018; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). 
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Statement of Problem 
Shared decision-making became a popular concept over 30 years ago, 
implemented with the intent of school reform. Leadership theories such as 
transformational leadership, participative leadership, collective leadership, and 
distributive leadership support the use of shared decision-making to some degree (Bush, 
2007). Because so many leadership styles include the use of shared decision-making, 
leaders everywhere are attempting to adopt it. Most of the known research within the last 
30 years has directly related shared decision-making to many outcomes in school 
systems. The bulk of known research has focused on how shared leadership contributes to 
teacher empowerment (Balyer, Ozcan, & Yildiz, 2017; Bogler & Nir, 2012; Conley, 
1989), teacher commitment (Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; David, 1989; Bair, 1992; 
Walsh, 1990), teachers’ attitudes towards shared decision-making (Brown, 1995; Conley, 
1991), and students’ achievement (York-Barr & Duke, 2004; Wagstaff, 1995; Allen, 
Grigsby, & Peters, 2015).  
With the pressure for school reform increasing, there is a large risk that school 
climate might be affected negatively; shared leadership might be a solution to this 
problem as many researchers purport that shared decision-making positively affects 
school climate (Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; Veale, 2010; Allen, Grigsby, &Peters, 
2015). The research does not, however, clearly define the extent to which shared 
decision-making is related to school climate. Further, based on the research considered 
for this study, the little that is known is a result of studies that took place in other 
countries; hence, there is a lack of research focused in the United States (U.S.) 
specifically Mississippi schools. This lack of research shows the need for a study to 
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analyze the relationship between shared decision-making and school climate in 
Mississippi Schools. 
Statement of Purpose  
The purpose of this study is to analyze elementary school teachers’ reported levels 
of shared decision-making as well as opinions of the schools’ climate and to determine 
the relationship of the two constructs.  
Research Questions 
This study sought to address the following research questions: 
1. To what extent and in what ways do teachers report that shared decision-
making is practiced in their schools? 
2. What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ climates? 
3. To what extent is shared decision-making correlated to school climate? 
Justification of Study 
After 30 years, shared decision-making is still at the forefront of school reform. 
Even though the concept of shared decision-making has been around for decades, there is 
a need for further analysis to take place to understand the relationship between shared 
decision-making and school climate. This research adds to the other known relationships 
of shared decision-making such as teacher empowerment, student achievement, teacher 
commitment, and quality of decisions by studying the direct relationships between shared 
decision-making and school climate (Kenan & Yildiz, 2017; Bogler & Nir, 2012; 
Williamson & Blackburn, 2019; York-Barr & Duke, 2004; Wagstaff, 1995; DeWitt, 
2017). With school climate having such a strong influence on school reform according to 
Kytle and Bogotech (2000), it is essential to determine if shared decision-making and 
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school climate are related. These findings could potentially add justification for 
administrators to transition to shared decision-making processes, allowing them to 
enhance school climate which could then lead to greater impact on school reform.  
Finding the extent to which shared decision-making is related to school climate 
could potentially help inform educators at many levels. First, findings could inform 
school policy makers of the benefits of shared decision-making. Being informed could 
help encourage policy makers to include shared decision-making practices in educational 
policies. Secondly, administrators could potentially benefit from this study by 
understanding why the transition to leadership styles that focus around shared decision-
making is pertinent to educators. By adopting shared decision-making, administrators 
could potentially alleviate many duties from their roles and help to empower teachers, 
making teachers’ commitment greater (Landeau, VanDorn, & Freeley, 2009). Also, 
teachers could benefit because school climate is said to increase commitment, motivation, 
and productivity in teachers (Peterson & Deal, 2002). Another group that could 
potentially benefit from this study are students. Studies have identified a relationship 
between student achievement and school climate (Bass & Riggio, 2006); therefore, if the 
participation in shared decision-making can improve the school climate, student 
achievement could also improve as another indirect result. Finally, this study may also 
aid university educational leadership staff in making research-based decisions concerning 
class content for future educational leaders.   
Theoretical Rationale 
The rationale for this study is guided by theory and research about shared decision 
making and school climate. According to Sergiovanni (1984), participative leadership 
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utilizes shared decision-making processes and ensures that staff bond together. This 
leadership style is also credited with the easing pressures on school administrators. For 
participative leadership to be effective, cooperation between administrators and teams 
must take place. Sergiovanni (1984) purports that shared decision-making is grounded in 
leadership theories that relate back to motivational theorists. Two relevant motivational 
theorists are Elton Mayo and Douglas McGregor. Mayo (1933) suggests that people, such 
as teachers, are motivated by more than money and job security; people need to be 
fulfilled, appreciated, rewarded, and praised in order to feel motivated. McGregor’s 
Theory Y suggests that people are goal oriented, enjoy having responsibility, value 
success for their organizations, drive their own behavior, and desire achievement 
(McGregor, 1960). These two theories laid the groundwork for leadership theories such 
as participative leadership.  
Several researchers support that administrators’ leadership styles play a large role 
in developing school climate (Gruenert, 2005; Yalcin & Karadag, 2013). Bass (2008) 
stated that collaborative leaders build trust, respect, and commitment with their 
employees. Embracing these constructs leads to better school climate. School climate is 
positively linked to student achievement (Williamson & Blackburn, 2019). Therefore, 
these findings from research support the theory that school climate positively affects 
schools in many areas. 
Assumptions 
The researcher assumes that all participants answered honestly and with integrity. 





Participants were elementary teachers in Mississippi. This sample was chosen due 
to Mississippi’s low performance when compared to other states. There was a need for 
research to take place in Mississippi since the state’s overall demographics are different 
than other states and there was a lack of research about shared decision-making that had 
been completed in Mississippi. Mississippi research could provide the state’s department 
of education with valuable information to help improve leadership within the educational 
system. 
Definitions 
Many terms used throughout the study do not have uniform definitions; therefore, 
for the purpose of the study the following are definitions of commonly used terminology. 
1. Administrators: principals and assistant principals in the K-12 setting 
2. Leadership: administrators’ process of leading a group of teachers 
3. Shared Decision-Making: the process of administrators and stakeholders 
working together to make decisions involving the school system 
4. School Climate (Culture): the “vibe, atmosphere, or tone a school portrays 
(Freiberg, 1999; Homana, Barber, & Torney-Purta, 2006) 




CHAPTER II – REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Shared decision-making is a concept that has been widely studied throughout the 
last three decades as the need to improve America’s school systems became more 
apparent. Many constructs have been positively linked to the use of shared decision-
making. The research supporting this study include the laws that address school reform 
and led to use of shared decision-making, the shared decision-making definitions utilized 
throughout the literature, and research findings that indicate positive relationships 
between shared decision-making and other constructs in schools. 
The Need for Reform 
A Nation at Risk 
According to Ronald Reagan, education is as important to Americans as any other 
area (United States, 1983). His passion for education might have been what encouraged 
Secretary of Education T.H. Bell to become concerned about our country’s education 
system. T. H. Bell’s overwhelming “concern about the widespread public perception that 
something is seriously remiss in our educational system,” led him to create the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education which directed the examination of the quality of 
education in the United States in 1981 (United States, 1983).  With this commission, 
there was to be a report including practical recommendations for educational 
improvements within 18 months of meeting. 
A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform was developed in order 
to identify American educational problems and provide solutions (United States, 1983). 
This letter was directed to the American people and the secretary of education. The 
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charter for this Commission directed people’s attention towards the quality of education 
taking place in America’s schools, how America’s schools are scoring compared to other 
nations, the correlation between college admission requirements and high school 
achievement, finding programs attributed with student success, evaluating how changes 
affect student achievement, and defining issues that the United States’ education system 
is facing (United States, 1983).  In order to examine these areas, the Commission relied 
on five sources: papers from experts on various educational issues, stakeholders’ 
testimonies given over the course of multiple meetings, existing analyses of applicable 
problems, letters from stakeholders which contained valuable and extensive comments on 
the problems, and description of programs and approaches that could possibly help the 
problems improve (United States, 1983). 
Research results highlighted alarming facts about Americans of all ages. Until this 
point, each American generation outperformed prior generations in education and 
economic success. At the point research was being developed for A Nation at Risk, 
Americans were underscoring when compared to their parents (United States, 1983).  In 
addition to that comparison, American students scored last on 19 academic tests 
compared to other industrialized nations (United States, 1983).  Approximately 23 
million American adults were considered illiterate according to basic reading, writing, 
and arithmetic; 13 percent of 17-year-olds also fell into this category and minority 
youth’s percent who were illiterate was as high as 40 percent (United States, 1983).  The 
College Board’s Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) scores showed a steady decline from 
1963 to 1980, dropping nearly 50 points in verbal and 40 points in mathematics (United 
States, 1983).  The results further show that twenty-five percent of mathematics courses 
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being taught in universities were remedial courses. At the time of these results, highly 
skilled employees were strongly needed in the workforce due to the steady increase in 
technology-based jobs. This evidence supported that America’s schools were not 
producing students with the needed skills. 
In response to the alarming results of the 18-month study, the commission 
developed a plan for improvement. Within this plan were many goals: equity, high-
quality schooling, development of students’ talents to their fullest, high standards, life-
long learning, and parental support (United States, 1983). The specific goals addressed 
four main areas in education: content, expectations, time, and teaching. Regarding 
content, the commission urged schools to require high-school graduates to have the 
following preparation prior to receiving a diploma: four courses in English, three in 
mathematics, three courses in science, three courses in social studies, and one-half credit 
course in computer science (United States, 1983). Students who planned to attend college 
should also have two credits in foreign language. Regarding expectations, the 
commission stated that schools should adopt more rigorous standards that would be 
measurable (United States, 1983). The commission also encouraged colleges to raise their 
standards and to encourage elementary and secondary schools to raise their standards as 
well. When time was considered, schools were to devote more time teaching the Five 
New Basics – English, mathematics, science, social studies, and computer science. With 
this new curriculum, schools were required to have seven-hour school days and 220 days 
each year. The greatest number of recommendations were related to the topic of teaching. 
The report recommended that teacher quality be raised by improving teacher-preparation 
programs, creating performance-based salary, 11-month contacts which would allow time 
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for planning, professional development, differentiated career opportunities, more 
resources to lower-income schools, incentives to attract highly qualified teachers, and 
mentoring programs to help novice teachers (United States, 1983). 
Reform Efforts 
Improving America’s School Act (IASA) 
Findings from A Nation at Risk became the foundation for school reform efforts 
(United States, 1983). In 1994, after nearly 10 years of studying the needs and 
recommendations, lawmakers reauthorized Elementary and Secondary School Act 
(ESSA) when they passed the Improving America’s School Act (IASA) (Riley, 1995). 
This act contained four main themes which were aimed to provide pathways to enable 
students to meet the standards set by the state. 
The first theme presented by IASA was high standards for all students (Riley, 
1995).  With high-skilled jobs becoming more prominent in the time and era, schools 
needed to enforce high academic standards in order for students to succeed in the future. 
IASA provided states, districts, and schools the resources in order to support effort to 
help all students achieve these high standards set. IASA also encouraged the alignment of 
all educational components – “curriculum and instruction, professional development, 
school leadership, accountability, and school improvement” (Riley, 1995). 
The second theme presented by IASA was professional experiences that would 
better prepare teachers to teach the high standards set by theme one (Riley, 1995). This 
would come by the way of the Eisenhower Professional Development program (Title II) 
which provided professional development for teachers, principals, and other school staff 
in order to meet the needs of the diverse learners. In addition to the professional 
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development to in-service professionals, IASA ensured future professionals would 
receive preservice training that better prepared teachers so that students’ needs are met 
(Riley, 1995). 
Flexible accountability for results was the third theme presented by IASA (Riley, 
1995). With this theme, states and districts could choose to consolidate funds, plans, and 
applications when they applied for federal funding. A waiver provision was also included 
for situations in which they found that requirements impede execution of effective 
programs or reform effort; new programs were encouraged to be geared toward high 
standards. State assessments would be used in order to measure students’ progress 
towards the new state standards and hold districts more accountable. 
Finally, IASA promoted partnerships among stakeholders in schools (Riley, 
1995). Funds were provided for greater family-school and community-school efforts. 
Funds were also provided to develop, implement, or expand coordinated service projects 
to help address problems student experience outside of the classroom that affect 
performance. Opportunities for students in high-poverty schools were also provided such 
as Head Start and school-to-work opportunities (Riley, 1995).  All of these efforts 
mentioned in IASA had one goal – improving schools in order to meet the needs of 
students and address the concerns in A Nation at Risk (Riley, 1995). 
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 
In 2001, after little improvement to America’s school reform, President George 
W. Bush signed No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) into law, replacing IASA and hoping 
to provide further reform efforts in order to meet the needs of America’s students. This 
law, which was overwhelmingly supported by both parties, increased the federal’s role in 
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schools’ accountability systems (Klein, 2015). The need for this law was apparent due to 
the concern that the American education system was still not competitive internationally 
(Klein, 2015).  NCLB put special emphasis on ensuring that states and schools boost not 
only overall students’ performance, but also that of particular groups such as English-
language learners, students with IEPs, and low-socioeconomic groups (Klein, 2015). It 
did not mandate compliance, but the lack thereof would risk of schools losing Title I 
funds (Klein, 2015). 
There were many mandates for states and schools provided by the law. First, 
states were required to test students in grades 3-8 in reading and math (Klein, 2015). 
These results must be reported for the entire student population and broken into 
subgroups (English-language learners and special education students) (Klein, 2015). In 
addition to testing and reporting results, all students were expected to be proficient by the 
2013-14 school year (Klein, 2015). NCLB did leave to states’ department of education 
the discretion of which tests were utilized and how proficiency was defined (Klein, 
2015). Schools monitored their goals using adequate yearly progress (AYP). If AYP was 
not met, penalties could be imposed. Penalties included allowing students to transfer to 
other public schools within the district deemed better-performing and free tutoring. State 
intervention could also take place including shutting down the school or taking over its 
management (Klein, 2015). Also, NCLB mandated states to employ teachers who were 
highly qualified which means that they possessed a bachelor’s degree and teaching 
certificate in the subject in which they were teaching; Paraprofessionals were also 




Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
In early 2015, no states reported that 100% of their students met proficiency 
which showed the need to examine NCLB. In December 2015, Every Student Succeeds 
Act was into law by President Barack Obama and replaced NCLB. This law removed 
much of the federal government’s role in educational policy allowing the states to make 
decisions (Klein, 2016). With ESSA, states were responsible for creating accountability 
plans, goals, and systems (Klein, 2016). The accountability plans were to be submitted 
for approval to the federal department of education beginning in 2017-18 school year. 
Within this plan, states had to set long-term and short-term goals that addressed 
proficiency on tests, English-language proficiency, and graduation rates. Goals must also 
address closing the achievement gaps and graduation rates of groups of students who are 
furthest behind (Klein, 2016). Finally, the accountability systems needed to include four 
indicators in their accountability systems: proficiency on state tests, English-language 
proficiency, an academic factor that can be broken into subgroups, and another indicator 
such as student and educator engagement, completion of advanced coursework, climate, 
etc (Klein, 2016).  In addition to the accountability plans, goals, and systems, states must 
also identify the bottom five percent of performing schools and provide interventions for 
them. With ESSA, states were still required to adopt high academic standards and test 
students grades 3-8 and high school in reading and math (Klein, 2016). 
Shared Decision-Making Adoption and Definitions 
With the passing of each of these laws, came the additional pressures and 
challenges for administrators. Administrators’ roles expanded and their tasks became 
more daunting and tedious. These new tasks and requirements became nearly impossible 
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for one professional to handle which led many administrators to adopt leadership styles 
that included shared decision-making. Shared decision-making was not a new concept 
and had been discussed and utilized, mostly in business relations, throughout the 20th 
century. It was not until the early 1990s that it became a popular topic for research in the 
field of education. 
Over the years, many definitions have evolved for shared leadership. Although 
there are many definitions that differ greatly, themes within these definitions remain the 
same. Table 1 shows an adaptation by Jennings (2019) of D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, and 
Kukenberger’s (2014) meta-analysis of shared leadership definitions. 
Table 1  
Representative Definitions of Shared Leadership 
Date Authors Definition 
1998 Gerstner Viewed as a network of dyadic working  





Collective influence of members in a team on each 
other; how members of a group evaluate the influence of 
the group as opposed to one individual within or external 
to the group 
 
2002 Erex, LePine, & 
Elms 
Leadership can be shared over time whereby team  
members share in responsibilities involved in the 
leadership 
role…by clarifying who is to perform specific role 
behaviors (i.e., leader and member) 
 
2002 Peace & Sims Leadership that emanates from the members of team, 
and not simply from the appointed team leader 
 
2006 Mehra, Smith, 
Dixon, & 
Robertson 





Table 1 (continued). 
Date Authors Definition 
2009 Mendez A dynamic property that is not owned by any  
particular team member but flows among multiple  
people and adapts to the characteristics of the situation 
 
2011 Gupta, H Team’s capability for collectively engaging in 
transformational leadership beahvior; leadership as a 
collective process, such that the team influences, inspire, 
and motivates team members 
2012 Zhou The distribution of leadership influence across multiple 
team members 
2014 Hock & 
Kozlowski 
Sharing leadership with team members is based on the 
premise that leadership should not be the sole 
responsibility of a hierarchical leader, but should be 
collectively exercised by empowering and developing 
individual team members 
 
Note. Adapted from “A Meta-Analysis of Different Forms of Shared Leadership-Team 
Performance Relations,” by L.D’ Innocenzo, J.E. Mathieu, and M.R. Kukenberger, 2014, 
Journal of Management, 42(7), p. 1964-1991. Copyright 2014 by Sage Publications 
 
 In each definition, multiple leaders are responsible for collective engagement in 
leadership decisions. Pearce, Wassenaar, and Manz (2014) justify the differences in these 
definitions by claiming that all leadership is shared leadership; it is only the degree of 
implementation that differs. Lambert (2002) goes on to explain that although definitions 
vary, there are important features that all shared decision-making models should contain: 
set goals, a vision that reflects core values, roles for each member, and monitoring of 
these goals. 
For the purpose of education, shared decision-making typically consists of 
administrators inviting input from teachers, parents, community members, and other 
stakeholders in order to make various decisions involving the school system. At times, 
these decisions are made within committees (Shared Leadership, 2013).  
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Williamson and Blackburn (2019) provides five example committees to give an 
idea of what shared decision-making might consist of: 
Professional Learning Committees: A group of teachers who meet in order to 
work together to review items, make recommendations, make decisions, and 
provide feedback.  
School Improvement Committee: A group of teachers and parents who work with 
administrators to set priorities for the school, determine projects for school 
improvement, and allocate resources. 
Principal’s Advisory Committee: A group of teachers and parents who provide the 
principals with advice about day-to-day routines and important policy changes. 
Scheduling Work Group: A group of teachers or department chairs who help to 
determine the school’s schedule and teaching assignments. 
Budget Review Committee: A small group of teachers who work with 
administrators to help make decisions about spending priorities. 
Shared Decision-Making Benefits 
Although shared decision-making looks different within individual schools and 
districts, one thing remains consistent: shared decision-making is linked to many positive 
results within schools such as student achievement, teacher empowerment, teacher 
commitment, better outcomes, and school climate. 
Student Achievement 
The ultimate goal of school reform is student achievement. Shared decision-
making is credited within academic literature with directly and indirectly increasing 
student performance (Ramey & Dornseif, 1994; Wagstaff, 1995; York-Barr & Duke, 
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2004). Wagstaff (1995) found that shared decision-making had a direct impact on 
mathematic test scores when the researcher studied two schools. Wagstaff went on to find 
that preestablished norms, intentional incrementalism, and support from the top were the 
three largest contributors to the impact (Wagstaff, 1995).    
Ramey and Dornseif’s (1994) findings are also consistent with Wagstaff (1995). 
Ramey and Dornseif (1994) found that shared decision-making is directly related to 
student achievement outcomes. Specifically, shared decision-making improves overall 
gain and reduces race-based achievement gaps.  
In studies where shared decision-making was not directly linked to increased 
student achievement, research directly linked shared decision-making with other positive 
constructs such as teacher commitment and teacher empowerment. According to 
Williamson and Blackburn (2019) shared decision-making is directly linked to these 
constructs which in turn result in increased student achievement. The authors purport that 
the relationship is due to the greater coordination of work among teachers. 
Teacher Empowerment 
Throughout the last twenty years, shared decision-making has been linked to 
teacher empowerment. In Blanchard, Carlos, and Randolph’s (1996) book, Empowerment 
Takes More Than a Minute, the authors describe empowerment as a journey rather than a 
destination; it is a process instead of a product. They explain how empowerment has to 
start from the top of an organization and trickle down affecting everyone along the way. 
And, in order for it to work, leaders must distribute power and include others within their 
organization in the decision-making process. Empowerment will then create an 
environment that allows team members to use the power creatively and collaboratively. 
 
23 
According to Bogler and Somech (2004), school administrators should understand and 
acknowledge the importance of empowerment. Empowerment is positively linked to 
“increased job satisfaction, motivation and commitment, communication, efficient 
decision-making, and improved quality of the learning site” (Goyne, Padgett, Rowikcki, 
& Triplitt, 1999). The authors explain that teacher empowerment is covered by many 
different managerial strategies, one being shared decision-making. 
For example, Short (1994) noted six dimensions of teacher empowerment with the 
first one being shared decision-making. Short (1994) states that teachers should have a 
input in school decisions such as school budgets, assignments, and curriculum. 
Administrators should receive this input and be authentic in executing the decisions. 
Short and Greer (1997) attest that when teachers feel that their input is not genuinely 
accepted by administrators, the teachers become less willing to participate; but when 
teachers have input in what happens, teachers are empowered, the problem-solving effort 
improves, and the entire school experiences the benefits. 
Bogler and Somech (2005) also found that teacher empowerment was directly 
linked to teachers participating in shared decision-making and their organizational 
citizenship behavior. Bogler and Somech (2005) went on to find that their participation 
also had a direct impact on their school life and purport that participation might 
encourage them to put more effort into achieving school goals.   
According to Kenan and Yildiz (2017), empowering teachers allows for them to 
discover what they are capable of as well as expand in their professional development. 
They further discuss how empowerment involves providing teachers with the 
opportunities to help with decisions including school goals and policies (Kenan & Yildiz, 
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2017). These researchers found that most teachers reported that their administrators seek 
their opinions and usually implement decisions made during staff meetings. The 
researchers attest this involvement in decision-making made teachers feel content and 
empowered (Kenan & Yildiz, 2017). 
Teacher Commitment 
Another notable benefit of shared decision-making is teacher commitment. 
Teacher commitment is described by Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2011) as a  
“degree of phycological attachment that a teacher has towards the teaching profession in 
general and organizational commitment as the level of identification and involvement 
that an individual has with an organization” (p. 1). Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2011) 
found school climate as an important predictor of teacher commitment. 
Khumalo (2019) notes that teacher commitment is essential to schools’ 
effectiveness including students’ academic achievement, students’ personality 
development, and teachers’ professional development. Having committed teachers leads 
to students having a strong foundation in education and also to improvement in their 
quality of life (Khumalo, 2019). Without committed teachers, it would be impossible for 
students to achieve individual goals which would inhibit schools from achieving their 
goals (Khan, 2019).  
Joffres and Haghey (2001) also report the negative aspects of not having teacher 
commitment. Decreased student achievement, teacher absenteeism, and staff turnover are 




Research has consistently shown that schools that participate in shared decision-
making yield better outcomes of the decisions made. Williamson and Blackburn (2019) 
argued that the decisions made are likely to be implemented with stronger support from 
the school staff. The authors further assert that the decisions made are considered higher 
quality when shared decision-making takes place than when stakeholders do not have 
input in the decision-making process. 
Dewitt’s (2017) findings are consistent with Williamson and Blackburn’s (2019). 
Dewitt (2017) states that the process of using shared decision-making shows collective 
leadership and stresses that challenges are too large for school administrators to face 
alone. He concluded that stakeholders help leaders find the best solutions to these 
challenges.   
School Climate 
Shared decision-making is also credited with having improving school climates. 
For nearly 50 years, researchers have been studying school climate and its importance to 
students’ performance, students’ attendance, students’ behavior, teachers’ retention, etc. 
Deal and Peterson (1999) and Saranson (1996) affirm that positive school climate 
supports school reform, and without a positive school climate, change cannot take place. 
School Climate Definitions 
Like shared decision-making, school climate’s definition varies. Many researchers 
support that it is the feeling or vibe that stakeholders get from the school’s atmosphere 
(Freiberg & Stein, 1999; Homana-Barber & Torney-Purta, 2006). School climate is 
directly related to the school’s norms, goals, values, relationships among stakeholders, 
and organizational structures (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009). The National 
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School Climate Center (NSCC) outlines 13 dimensions (see Table 2) which portray the 
aspects of school environment and climate (National School Climate Center, 2017). 
Table 2  
The National School Climate Center’s Dimensions of School Climate 
Dimensions Major Indicators 
Safety  
1. Rules and Norms 
 
Clearly communicated rules about 
physical violence; clearly communicated 
rules about verbal abuse, harassment, and 
teasing; clear and consistent enforcement 
and norms for adult intervention. 
2. Sense of Physical Security Sense that students and adults feel safe 
from physical harm in the school. 
3. Sense of Social-Emotional Security Sense that students feel safe from verbal 
abuse, teasing, and exclusion. 
Teaching and Learning  
4. Support for Learning Use of supportive teaching practices, such 
as: encouragement and constructive 
feedback; varied opportunities to 
demonstrate knowledge and skills; 
support for risk-taking and independent 
thinking; atmosphere conducive to dialog 
and questioning; academic challenges; 
and individual attention. 
5. Social and Civil Learning Support for the development of social and 
civic knowledge, skills, and dispositions 
including effective listening, conflict 
resolution, self-reflection and emotional 
regulation, empathy, personal 
responsibility, and ethical decision 
making. 
6. Respect for Diversity Mutual respect for individual differences 
(e.g., gender, race, culture, etc.) at all 
levels of the school—student-student, 
adult-student, and adult-adult—and 




Table 2 (continued). 
 
 
Dimensions Major Indicators 
Teaching and Learning  
7. Social Support—Adults 
 
Pattern of supportive and caring adult 
relationships for students, including high 
expectations for students’ success, 
willingness to listen to students and to get 
to know them as individuals, and personal 
concern for students’ problems. 
Interpersonal Relationships  
8. Social Support—Students Pattern of supportive peer relationships 
for students, including friendships for 
socializing, for problems, for academic 
help, and for new students. 
Institutional Environment  
9. School Connectedness/Engagement Positive identification with the school and 
norms for broad participation in school 
life for students, staff, and families. 
10. Physical Surroundings Cleanliness, order, and appeal of facilities 
and adequate resources and materials. 
Social Media  
11. Social Media 
 
Sense that students feel safe from 
physical harm, verbal abuse, teasing, 
gossip, and exclusion when online or on 
electronic devices (for example, 
Facebook, Twitter, and other social media 
platforms; by an email, text messaging, 
posting photo/video, etc.). 
Staff Only  
12. Leadership 
 
Administration that creates and 
communicates a clear vision and is 
accessible to and supportive of school 
staff and staff development. 
13. Professional Relationships Positive attitudes and relationships among 
school staff that support effectively 
working and learning together. 
Source: National School Climate Center. https://www.schoolclimate.org/. 
School Climate Correlates 
When schools’ climates are reported, they are typically based on the opinions and 
perceptions of stakeholders.   Cohen et al. (2009) assert that one must analyze patterns of 
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the stakeholders’ experiences of the school over time in order to measure the school’s 
climate. Roby (2011) purports that the keys to a positive school climate are that leaders 
must exercise trust among the stakeholders, manage change, and relationships should be 
strengthened among educators. Roby (2011) states that teacher leaders can help 
administrators enhance school climate by showing interest in helping co-workers, 
showing companionship, helping to accept and solve problems, using moral motivators 
rather than extrinsic or intrinsic motivators, promoting a community of learning, taking 
part in two-way mentorship, practicing high involvement, and being professionally 
focused.  
Many researchers support that one of the strongest correlates for a positive school 
climate is collaborative leadership (Gruenert, 2005; Yalcin & Karadag, 2013; Alig-
Mielcarek, 2003; Harris, 2002; Sahin, 2004; Khan, 2019). When principals shared power 
among his/her colleagues, teachers’ commitment was increased, which led to the school 
climate being viewed more positively (Khan, 2019). The opposite also proved true in 
Khan’s (2019) study; schools where teachers viewed their climate as poor had low 
teacher commitment. 
Positive School Climate Benefits 
Student Achievement 
Research supports that positive school climate results in higher student 
achievement directly and indirectly. Macneil et al. (2009) found that schools that were 
considered exemplary in terms of student achievement had healthier school climates than 
schools that were considered acceptable. The researchers state that the exemplary schools 
 
29 
housed highly motivated teachers which likely cultivated the higher achievement 
(Macneil et al., 2009).  
Deal and Peterson (1999) also supported that positive school climates cultivate 
higher student achievement.  The researchers claim that positive school climates support 
school reform and improvement; therefore, student achievement will be impacted when 
school climate is affected.  
Consequently, Watson (2001) stated that if the schools’ climate is not congenial, 
then learning achievement will not be as effective. Sarason (1996) supports Watson 
(2001) when he states that if leaders desire to change student achievement they should 
start with the school’s climate.  
Student Attendance Rates 
Positive school climate is also credited with decreased drop-out rates and 
increased student attendance rates (Rivers, 2003). Ekstrand (2015) discusses the 
significance of teachers in relation to student attendance rates and that teachers should be 
supportive and positive which will help to cultivate positive school climates. These 
positive school climates will result in higher attendance rates Ekstrand (2015) goes on to 
assert. 
Van Eck et al. (2017) also found that school climate plays a critical role in 
absenteeism. The research concluded that students who believe their school climate to be 
less hospitable were more likely to show chronic absenteeism (Van Eck, et al., 2017). 
The opposite also proved true – students who perceived their school’s climate positively 
had higher attendance rates. Coutts (2018) and Bennett (2019) directly relate school drop-
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out rates to chronic absenteeism; therefore, if school climate affects student attendance, it 
may also affect school dropout rates. 
Student Behavior 
Positive school climate is also credited with promoting better behavior among 
students (Coutts, 2018). Some factors that might help with student behavior are the 
promotion of emotional health, wellbeing, and self-esteem from a positive school climate 
(Coutts, 2018). 
Darling-Hammond and Cook-Harvey (2018) also support that school climate 
helps to improve student behavior. According to these researchers this positive school 
climate cultivates trust and respect among stakeholders which helps to improve student 
behavior. These relationships help to reduce anxiety and support engaged learning 
(Darling-Hammond & Cook-Harvey, 2018). Low and Van Ryzin (2014) states that 
positive school climate would not only reduce student behavior problems, but more 
specifically it would decrease behaviors such as aggression, bullying, and victimization.  
Teacher Burnout and Retention 
Two significant challenges that America’s schools face are teacher burnout and 
teacher retention. According to many researchers, promoting a positive school climate 
will help to reduce teacher burnout and increase teacher retention (Coutts, 2018; Justice, 
2018; Kurtz, 2015). Kurtz’s (2015) findings indicated factors related to school climate 
had the more influence on teacher retention than school resources. More specifically, 
Justice (2018) found that when interviewed, teachers claimed to value leadership skills 
which are commonly associated with school climate such as trustworthiness’, 
communication, empathy, and problem-solving. Finally, Reaves and Cozzens (2018) also 
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found that teachers who considered their climate safe and supportive reported higher 
motivation, self-efficacy, and retention rates.  
Summary 
School reform has been at the forefront of education since the early 1980s. A 
Nation at Risk resulted in many reform efforts: Improving America’s School Act, No 
Child Left Behind, and Every Student Succeed Act. With each of these efforts, 
lawmakers hoped to improve on prior efforts and bring about the change needed in 
America’s school system. Each of these efforts created more pressure on administrators 
which encouraged them to look towards leadership strategies such as shared decision-
making to help them handle the daunting day-to-day tasks efficiently and effectively. The 
use of this leadership strategy has positively related to other constructs in education: 
increased student achievement, teacher empowerment, school climate, teacher 
commitment, and better decision outcomes. School climate is positively related to many 
other constructs according to literature: student achievement, student attendance, student 
behavior, and teacher burn out and retention. Due to the lack of literature relating the 
constructs of shared decision-making and school climate, this study aimed investigate the 




CHAPTER III  - METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to analyze Mississippi elementary school teachers’ 
reported shared decision-making as well as their opinion of their schools’ climates and to 
determine the relationship between these two constructs. In order to study these 
constructs and relationships, this study examined the levels and types of collaboration 
between school administrators and teachers as reported by teachers to find to what extent 
shared decision-making was taking place. In addition to teachers’ and administrators’ 
collaboration, this study analyzed teachers’ opinions of their schools’ climates. To find 
the level in which shared decision-making is taking place and the opinions of school 
climate, the researcher used questionnaires developed by previous researchers. Once data 
were collected for the two constructs, data were analyzed by means of Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to address the following research questions: 
Research Questions 
1. To what extent and in what ways do teachers report that shared decision-
making is practiced in their schools? 
2. What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ climates? 
3. To what extent is shared decision-making correlated to school climate? 
This study did not intend to compare schools; but rather, attempted to determine if 
the degree of shared decision-making is related to the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ 
climate.  
Research Design 
The researcher used a quantitative correlational research design in order to 
analyze the data collected. This design helped determine if there is a relationship between 
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shared decision-making and school climate. The independent variable in this study was 
shared decision-making and its nine domains. The dependent variable for this study was 
school climate. For the purpose of this quantitative study, multiple regression analysis 
(MRA) was used to determine if there was a presence of a relationship between the two 
variables.  
Procedures 
Once the dissertation committee approved the study, the researcher presented an 
application to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at The University of Southern 
Mississippi in order to obtain approval for data collection. Once the IRB approval was 
received, a letter was drafted requesting school superintendents’ permission to invite their 
elementary teachers to participate in the survey research. The letter was sent to all 
superintendents in Mississippi to ensure diversity of participants allowing for 
generalization of results. Mississippi Association of School Superintendents (MASS) 
LISTSERV was used to email these superintendents. Superintendents completed a 
Google form in order to grant permission to contact his/her teachers. The researcher 
allowed two weeks for a response. A second email was sent out after one week to follow 
up and remind superintendents to respond as to whether or not his/her district would be 
participating. If no response was received, the districts’ teachers were not be asked to 
participate. 
If approval from superintendents was gained via Google form, an email 
containing a link to the survey was sent to the participating districts’ superintendents who 
then forwarded the email to his/her district’s K-6 teachers.. The email contained a letter 
of informed consent which ensured that the research was completely voluntary, 
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anonymous, and that there would be no penalty for nonparticipation. The informed 
consent letter stated that there was no identifiable data such as name, district, email, 
phone number, etc. To ensure teachers read the letter, the letter was displayed prior to 
accessing the questionnaire. Teachers completed the questionnaire online at a time 
convenient to them.  
The questionnaire took 10-20 minutes for most participants to complete. The 
questionnaire remained open for thirty days from the day that the first email containing 
the questionnaire link was sent. Follow-up emails were sent out at the end of the second 
and third week of collection in order to remind participants to complete the questionnaire 
and thank those who had completed the questionnaire already. During collection, the data 
were kept digitally on the Qualtrics program to ensure confidentiality. After collection 
was complete, the data were then downloaded and stored on a password secured personal 
computer until analysis was complete. At the conclusion of the study, aggregate results 
were shared with all superintendents of participating institutions and data files were 
deleted. No additional contact was made with the participants. 
Participants 
Participants were drawn from elementary (K-6) education teachers across 
multiple public-school districts in Mississippi using non-probability sampling. 
Mississippi teachers were chosen for this study due to the state’s low performance when 
compared to other states and the need for strong leadership to improve the state’s 
educational system (Leithwood et al, 2008). All participants held a valid teaching license 
issued by Mississippi Department of Education (MDE). In order to reach a diverse group 
of participants throughout Mississippi, LISTSERV email was used to contact all 151 
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superintendents in Mississippi seeking permission to invite their elementary (K-6) 
education teachers to participate in the survey research. The researcher aimed to have a 
minimum of 500 participants statewide. This sample size would make generalization of 
findings possible. Once permission to contact teachers was gained from the district’s 
superintendent, teachers in that district received an email containing a consent letter and 
hyperlink to the questionnaire. The consent letter explained that participation was 
voluntary, participants could withdraw at any time, and all results would be anonymous. 
All licensed K-6 general education and special education teachers were eligible to 
participate. Teachers who teach preschool or above sixth grade were ineligible to 
participate.  
Instrumentation 
 In order to analyze shared decision-making, the Shared Education Decision 
Survey-Revised (SEDS-R) was used. SEDS-R was developed by Ferrara in order to 
gather quantitative data from teachers and administrators pertaining to their participation 
in decision making at their schools. Permission to use and modify the instrument was 
granted by the author (Appendix A). This instrument surveyed teachers’ contribution to 
decisions about planning, policy, curriculum and instrument, student achievement, pupil 
personnel, staff personnel, school/community relations, parental involvement, and staff 
development. The original instrument contains 95 items and a six-point verbal frequency 
scale scale: 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5= usually, and 6 = always. 
Nine of the eleven domains from SEDS-R was used for this study; therefore, there were 
74 items on the instrument for the purpose of this study. The two domains which were 
removed were deemed irrelevant to shared decision-making as defined in this study. The 
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score ranges from 74-444.  Higher scores reflected a higher degree of participation in 
shared decision-making as reported by teachers. Ferrara (1994) reported SEDS-R to be 
reliable having Cronbach’s Alpha scores ranging from .85-.95 for each domain analyzed. 
Table 3 Internal Reliabilities for the SEDS-R 
Decisional Domains Number of Items Cronbach Alpha 
Coefficient 
Planning 12 .95 
Policy Development 8 .91 
Curriculum/Instruction 8 .96 
Student Achievement 8 .95 
Pupil Personnel  7 .85 
Staff Personnel 14 .93 
   
Parental Involvement 5 .90 
School/Community 7 .93 
   
Staff Development 5 .95 
Budget Planning 12 .94 
Plant Management 9 .86 
   
Total 95 .99 
  
The Organizational Climate Index (OCI) was used in order to measure teachers’ 
opinions of their schools’ climates. Permission to use the instrument was granted by the 
author (Appendix B). The OCI was developed by Hoy and is a short descriptive measure 
for schools’ climates. It has four dimensions (Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2002): 
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• Collegial Leadership measures how the school meets the social needs of 
the faculty and aims to achieve the goals of the school.  
• The teacher professional dimension measures the colleague competence, 
commitment, judgment, and cooperation and support. 
• The achievement press dimension measures how the school sets goals and 
standards for the students.  
• The institutional vulnerability measures the extent to which the school is 
susceptible to feedback from parents and citizens groups. 
According to Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland (2002), the instrument has 30 items and 
uses a 5-point verbal frequency scale: 1 rarely occurs to 5 always occurs . Schools’ mean 
scores can range from 1-5. Cronbach alphas for each of the dimensions are as followed: 
Collegial Principal Behavior (.94), Professional Teacher Behavior (.88), Achievement 
Press (.92), and Institutional Vulnerability (.87).  
In addition to SEDS-R and OCI, demographic information was gathered from 
participants. Demographics included years spent as a classroom teacher, highest level of 
education, years spent in current district, type of school, and content taught. These 
demographics were used to group the data based on certain characteristics and remove 
results from teachers who do not fit the inclusion criteria. 
Data Analysis 
After data collection was complete, the data were downloaded from Qualtrics and 
entered into IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. Descriptive statistics were 
generated for demographic and categorical variables. The data were cleaned and 
incomplete data sets were removed. Responses from SEDS-R were averaged to find the 
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mean levels of shared-decision making taking place in the schools. Domains were also 
averaged individually in order to analyze multiple predictors. Responses from OCI were 
averaged to find the participants’ opinions of their schools’ climate. Multiple regression 
analysis (MRA) was used in order to determine the extent to which there was a 
relationship between the independent variable, shared decision-making, and the 
dependent variable, school climate. An alpha level of .05 was used to test the 
relationship. 
Summary 
The research design that was used in this study was quantitative correlational 
research. The instruments that were used are Shared Education Decisions Survey-Revised 
(SEDS-R) developed by Ferrara and the Organization Climate Index (OCI) developed by 
Hoy. The questionnaire also included demographic items such years spent as a teacher, 
highest level of education, years spent in current district, type of school, content taught, 
number of students at school, age, and identifying gender. These instruments and 
demographic items were used to find the level of shared decision-making taking place, 
the teachers’ opinion of the school climate, and the relationship between the two 
constructs. Participants were elementary (K-6) teachers.  Participants answered the 
questionnaires in Qualtrics and IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences were 
used to analyze the data once it was collected. Multiple regression analysis (MRA) was 




CHAPTER IV – RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to analyze Mississippi elementary school teachers’ 
reported shared decision-making as well as their opinion of their schools’ climates and to 
determine the relationship between these two constructs. Data gathered by this research 
was used to answer the following research questions: 
1. To what extent and in what ways do teachers report that shared decision-
making is practiced in their schools? 
2. What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ climates? 
3. To what extent is shared decision-making correlated with school climate? 
Descriptive Information of Sample 
One hundred thirty-eight superintendents were contacted via email to request their 
permission to solicit participation from their elementary teachers.  Ten superintendents 
throughout Mississippi agreed to participate. These districts represented most regions of 
Mississippi: North Mississippi, Capital Region, East Central, Southwest, Pine Belt, and 
Coast. 
In total, 319 elementary teachers from the 10 participating districts opened and 
consented to the questionnaire. Fifty-three of those teachers’ responses were blank and 
were therefore deleted from the data set. Thirty-seven more teachers did not complete 
question 10 which is the dependent variable; therefore, those could not be used for data 
analysis and were deleted as well. The removal of those 90 participants left 229 eligible 
participants for this study.  
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The survey instrument collected demographic data from the 229 respondents. The 
data included years spent as a classroom teacher, highest level of education, years spent 
in current district, type of school, and content taught (See Table 4). The majority of the 
respondents (90.9%) currently teach in a public Mississippi school and have more than 11 
years of teaching experience (43.1%). Most participating teachers (59%) had at least a 
master’s degree and reported that they had been in their current school district between 3-
15 years (66.9%). Finally, more teachers (40.4%) responded that they teach multiple 
subjects rather than a single subject. All respondents fit criteria of being a certified 
elementary teacher who teachers in Mississippi; therefore, no further responses were 
deleted. 
Table 4  
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic Variables 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Years spent as a teacher   
3-5 years 29 13 
6-10 years 43 19.3 
11-15 years 51 22.9 
16-20 years 45 20.2 
Highest level of education   
Bachelor’s Degree 91 41 




Table 4 (continued). 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Highest level of education 
 
  
Master’s Plus 19 2.7 
Specialist 21 9.5 
Enrolled in Doctoral Program 6 2.7 
Doctorate 5 2.3 
Years taught in current school   
2 or fewer years 36 16.1 
3-5 years 57 25.6 
6-10 years 57 25.6 
11-15 years 35 15.7 
16-20 years 20 9.0 
More than 20 years 18 8.1 
Type of school   
Public elementary  209 90.9 
Private elementary  4 1.8 
Other 9 4.1 
Content area taught   
Elementary/multiple subjects 90 40.4 




Table 4 (continued). 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Content area taught 
Social Studies 4 1.8 
Science  7 3.1 
Special Education 29 12.6 
Gifted and Talented 5 2.2 
Arts (Music, Art) 3 1.3 
Technology 2 .9 
Physical Education/Health 3 1.3 
Occupations/Vocational 3 1.3 
Library/Media          2 .9 
Descriptive of Quantitative Findings  
The first 74 items of the questionnaire were taken from Shared Education 
Decisions Survey – Revised (SEDS-R). These items were designed to gather teachers’ 
reported overall level of shared decision-making in their current schools.  
These items constituted 9 domains of SEDS-R: planning, policy, curriculum and 
instruction, student achievement, pupil personnel, staff personnel, community relations, 
staff development, and budget. Two domains from the original instrument, plant 
management and budget, were excluded because they were not relevant to this particular 
study. Each domain contains its own reliability and validity measures. Reliabilities for 
this study were found to be comparative to Ferrara’s findings as shown in table 5. 
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Reliabilities for each dimension were high and similar to those found by Ferrara without 
the deletion of any items.   










Planning 12 .93 .95 
Policy Development 8 .87 .91 
Curriculum/Instruction 8 .96 .96 
Student Achievement 8 .91 .95 
Pupil Personnel  7 .85 .85 
Staff Personnel 14 .93 .93 
Parental Involvement 5 .84 .90 
School/Community 7 .88 .93 
Staff Development 5 .93 .95 
Total SDM  74 .99 .99 
 
A six-point verbal frequency scale was used for this survey with anchors from 1 
(never occurs) to 6 (always occurs). Using this verbal frequency, scores were recoded to 
reflect that teachers who reported levels between 1 and 2 are considered to have low 
participation in shared decision-making, level 3 is considered to have medium 
participation in shared decision-making and levels between 4 and 6 are considered to 
have high levels of shared decision-making within their current school building.  
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The findings from this portion of the questionnaire aimed to answer research 
question one: To what extent and in what ways do teachers report that shared decision-
making is practiced in their schools? 
Table 6 shows the ranges of shared decision-making levels and the percentages of 
elementary teachers who reported levels within that range. Two hundred two teachers 
reported levels lower than 2 revealing that they had low levels of participation in shared 
decision-making. Twenty teachers reported levels between 3 and 4 revealing that they 
have medium input on decisions made within their school. Only eight teachers reported 
levels between 4 and 6 therefore claiming to have high levels of participation in shared 
decision-making.  
Table 6  
Frequencies and Percentages of Reported Shared Decision-Making Means 
Mean Scores Frequency Percentage 
Low SDM   
0-1.00 4 1.7 
1.00-1.49 31 13.5 
1.5-1.99 74 32.2 
2.00-2.49 65 28.3 
2.5-2.90 28 12.2 
Medium SDM   
3.00-3.49 10 4.3 




Table 6 (continued).   
Mean Scores Frequency Percentage 
High SDM   
4.00-4.49 5 2.2 
4.5-4.99 2 0.9 
5.00-5.49 0 0 
5.5-6.00 1 0.4 
Total 230 100.0 
 
Within SEDS-R, some domains showed higher levels of shared decision-making 
participation than others. Figure 7 reflects the means of each dimension within shared 
decision-making. The average participation for pupil personnel decisions was 3.16 
showing that teachers had medium participation in these decisions. Teachers reported 
averages within 2.00-2.99 for planning, policy, curriculum and instruction, student 
achievement, and parental involvement domains showing that they have low participation 
in these dimensions. Finally, teachers reported averages lower than 2 on staff personnel, 
community involvement, and staff development revealing that they have low 
participation in these dimensions as well.  
Table 7  
Statistical Means for Domains within SEDS-R 
Domain Valid Number of  
Participants 
Mean 
Pupil Personnel  227 3.16 
Student Achievement 228 2.64 
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Table 7 (continued). 
Domain Valid Number of 
Participants 
Mean 
   
Planning 228 2.34 
Parental Involvement 228 2.11 
Policy Development 229 2.07 
Staff Development 228 1.69 
Staff Personnel 229 1.44 
School/Community 228 0.89 
 
When responses are viewed individually instead of overall means, the higher level 
of participation for specific domains are even more apparent. Table 8 shows the 
percentages of elementary teachers who reported high, medium, and low participation in 
shared decision-making for all nine domains. Fifty-three (23.2%) teachers reported high 
levels of involvement for pupil personnel domain. Thirty-nine (17.1%) teachers reported 
high levels of participation in the curriculum and instruction domain. For student 





Table 8  
Percentages of Teachers who Reported Low Levels (0-2), Medium Levels (3), and High 
Levels (4-6) of Shared Decision-Making within Specific Domains 





Low Levels of 
Participation 
Pupil Personnel 23.2 32.0 44.7 
Curriculum/Instruction 17.1 18.4 64.4 
Student Achievement 14.5 21.1 64.5 
Parental Involvement 7.5 12.7 79.8 
Planning 7.4 13.2 79.4 
Staff Development 5.6 4.4 89.8 
Community Involvement 5.2 7.5 87.4 
Policy 4.8 8.7 86.4 
Staff Personnel 2.1 2.2 95.6 
 
Research Question 2: What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ climates? 
The next 30 items on the questionnaire came from OCI. Teachers were asked to 
rate their opinion of their current school’s climate. The researcher used all four 
dimensions of the Organizational Climate Index: collegial leadership, professional 
teacher behavior, achievement press, and institutional vulnerability.  
The overall Cronbach Alpha for OCI was .92 which can be compared to the 
original researcher’s reliability score of .90. Items were checked and all dimensions had a 
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similar reliability; no difference would be made if an item were deleted so the original 
model was retained. 
A 5-point verbal frequency scale was used for this survey with anchors from 1 
(rarely occurs) to 5 (always occurs). Using this verbal frequency, scores were recoded so 
that teachers who reported levels between 1 and 2 are considered to have poor school 
climates, levels between 3 and 3.99 are considered to have average school climates, and 
scores between 4 and 5 are considered to positive school climates. This information was 
used to answer research question two: What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ 
climates? 
Figure 1 shows the perceived school climate ranges according to the elementary 
teachers who participated in the study. Overall, participants climate scored a mean of 
3.31. When looked at individually, most teachers (n = 131) reported having a school 
climate mean between 3-3.99 showing that their schools have average school climates. 
Thirty teachers reported climate levels between 4-5 showing that their schools have 




Figure 1.  
Means of Teachers’ Opinions of Their School Climates 
 
Four dimensions were established by the publisher of OCI: collegial leadership, 
professional teacher behavior, achievement press, and institutional vulnerability. Figures 
3-6 reflect the means broken down by dimensions. When dimensions were analyzed 
professional teacher behavior was rated the highest with a 3.72 mean. This dimension 
measures teachers’ respect for colleague competence, commitment to students, 
cooperation, and support. Collegial leadership was shortly behind with a mean of 3.31. 
The items in this dimension aim to gather data about social needs of faculty being met 
and achieving goals of the school. Achievement press, which focuses on students’ 
academic standards and goals, had an average score of 3.10. Finally, institutional 
vulnerability scored the lowest with a mean of 2.61. This dimension focused on how 




Figure 2.  
Frequencies of Collegial Leadership Means 
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Figure 4.  
 




Figure 5.  
 




Research Question 3: To what extent is shared decision-making correlated to school 
climate? 
 Before analysis took place, the dependent variable was checked and is normally 
distributed since the Shapiro-Wilk showed a significance of .109 which is greater than 
.05 (Glen, 2021). This confirms that the sample size is large enough to run the regression 
analysis. 
Once the sample size was checked, the researcher used the average scores from 
SEDS-R and OCI to perform multiple regression analysis to find whether the scores for 
the two variables correlated supporting a relationship. 
 The data set was checked for all assumptions before analysis: a linear 
relationship, absence of outliers, and absence of multicollinearity. A linear relationship is 
present according to the scatterplot. All tolerances were above 0.02; therefore, there is no 
evidence of multicollinearity. According to the probability plot of regression, all scores 
fall between -3 and 3 and the Cook’s distance is 0.056; therefore, there are no outliers 
(Glen, 2018). Diagnostics were also run and studentized residuals did not show any 
overly influential increases in units so the original model was retained.  
 The R Square score shows a linear relationship and indicates the direction and 
strength (Glen, 2021). The dependent variable has a score of 0.273 and is statically 
significant. This reveals that the regression model explains 27.3% of the variance in the 
school climate. It also indicates that there is a 27.3% chance that shared decision-making 
has a strong, positive relationship to school climate. Therefore, it can be said that if 




 When broken into domains, there was a significant contribution to climate by the 
pupil personnel dimension F(225) = 9.015, p = 0.01, t(225) = 3.105, p = 0.002. This 
dimension includes making decisions about student placement, reporting progress to 
parents, solving academic and personal problems, choosing supports for students, 
deciding awards, etc. For every one-unit increase on pupil personnel, a 0.275-unit 
deviation can be found for climate.  Pupil personnel also had the highest standardized 
coefficient showing that it had the most significance of the nine domains. Part revealed 
that pupil personnel also had the most unique contribution to the regression model.  
All other domains’ p-values were greater than 0.05; therefore, no other domains 
were considered distinct or significant. The domains represent one larger construct with 
an overall reliability of 0.99. The 9 subscales might not be distinct due to the high 
correlations among them (0.85 - 0.96). However, the subscales were used in the 





CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to analyze Mississippi elementary teachers’ 
reported shared decision-making and their opinions of their school climates and to 
determine if there is a relationship between the two constructs. Finding whether this 
relationship exists or not may provide administrators, university leadership professors, 
and law makers with meaningful information about the use of shared decision-making 
and the impact it has on schools’ climates.  
Summary of Study Results 
Teachers reported low levels of shared decision-making taking place in their 
current school districts (n = 202/209). The overall means for each dimension revealed 
that elementary teachers had low participation in the decision-making process about 
planning, policy, curriculum, student achievement, staff personnel, community, parental 
involvement, and staff development. Higher levels of participation were found in the 
curriculum and instruction (n = 74), student achievement (n = 33), and pupil personnel (n 
= 53) domains. Although there was higher participation in those specific domains, the 
overall averages did not show high levels of shared decision-making taking place. These 
findings are of particular interest, given that the majority of elementary education 
teachers have taught more than 11 years with at least three of those years being in their 
current public school district and that most teachers had at least their master’s degrees.  
For the most part, the elementary teachers’ opinions of their school climate were 
rated average or high and schools were considered to have positive school climates. On a 
scale of 1-5, most teachers rated their schools between 3-5. This reflects that most 
responding teachers reported that their schools have habits of schools considered to have 
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positive climates. Only 68 teachers reported scores lower than three indicating poor 
school climates. This is promising as literature has shown correlations between school 
climates and other positive constructs throughout education. 
The regression showed the model to be statistically significant, and shared 
decision-making explained 27.3% of the variance in school climate. The only individual 
dimension considered to statistically significantly predict climate was pupil personnel. 
Although this effect size was not large, it does show that a correlation between the two 
constructs does exist and that there is a likelihood that the values of the school climate 
increase as the values of the pupil personnel increase.  
Discussions of Specific Research Questions 
Discussion of Research Question 1. To what extent and in what ways do teachers report 
that shared decision-making is practiced in their schools? 
Overall, the researcher found that shared decision-making is not being reported. 
Only eight teachers report high levels of shared decision-making and that they often have 
the opportunity of participating in shared leadership practices. This low level of 
participation in shared decision-making may be due to the way that shared decision-
making is taking place in schools today. Many schools have opted to using leadership 
teams where lead teachers provide input for the whole team. Some of these leaders are 
responsible for gathering others’ input and representing the whole team. This 
representation might not be clear or might be failing to happen.  
Another possible reason for this low level of participation in shared decision-
making could be due to the nature of the questions. Many questions asked about district-
level decisions. Individual teachers might not feel as though they have input because the 
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principals or leaders are reporting to the district the needs of their schools. For example, 
one domain studied was budgeting. In some schools, budget decisions are made during 
administration meetings where a particular group represents the whole schools’ wants 
and needs. When the domains are isolated, there is an increase in decision-making 
particularly about curriculum and instruction, student achievement, and pupil personnel. 
These domains are not about district-level decisions, which suggests that decisions about 
the other domains might be taking place on an administrative level.  
Throughout literature, shared decision-making has been linked to positive 
constructs within schools such as student achievement, teacher empowerment, teacher 
commitment, better outcomes, and school climate (Ramey & Dornseif, 1994; Short, 
1994; Khumalo, 2019; Williamson & Blackburn, 2019). To find such a low level of 
shared decision-making taking place among participants in this study is alarming. One 
cannot help but speculate if other relationships are being affected by the low level of 
shared decision-making. The findings from this study leave many pondering about 
schools’ leadership styles, whether they are found to be as effective as shared decision-
making, and whether they might be the reason for the low performance in Mississippi 
schools. 
Discussion of Research Question 2. What are the teachers’ opinions of their schools’ 
climates? 
Altogether, Mississippi elementary teachers reported positive school climates in 
this study. One hundred sixty-one participating teachers reported between mean levels of 
3-5 for school climates. Levels 3-5 show that many positive school climate habits take 
place within that school. These habits include maintaining high standards, teachers’ 
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enthusiasm, support from administration and other staff, respect among colleagues, etc. 
According to these results, participating teachers appear to have good working 
relationships with their administration and peers.  Considering the national pandemic that 
was taking place during this study, these high levels of positive school climates are 
encouraging. Principals and staff seem to be doing a good job making each other feel 
supported.   
Like shared decision-making, positive school climate is associated throughout 
literature with many positive constructs (Sarason, 1996; Deal and Peterson, 1999; Rivers, 
2003; Macneil et al., 2009; Coutts, 2018). It is likely that with positive school climates 
found in this study, that the participating teachers may also be experiencing higher 
student achievement, higher student attendance rates, better student behavior, less teacher 
burnout, and better teacher retention rates. 
Discussion of Research Question 3. To what extent is shared decision-making correlated 
to school climate? 
 Using a multiple regression analysis, the researcher found that there was a 
positive linear relationship between shared decision-making and school climate. It was 
concluded that as participation in shared decision-making rising, so will the opinions of 
school climates. The pupil personnel domain seemed to make the greatest impact of the 
nine domains as it was the only statistically significant domain studied. Pupil personnel 
domain also made the most unique contribution to the regression model. 
This relationship between shared decision-making and school climates has been 
found throughout literature over the years (Harris, 2002; Alig-Mielcarek, 2003; Sahin, 
2004;  Gruenert, 2005; Yalcin & Karadag, 2013;  Khan, 2019). Most studies had 
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examined shared decision-making relationships in general, not the specific relationship 
between shared decision-making and school climate or the extent to which the 
relationship exists. The gap in the literature is what lead the researcher to examine the 
relationship between the two constructs. 
Conclusion 
Shared decision-making has been deemed essential to school climate throughout 
literature (Harris, 2002; Alig-Mielcarek, 2003; Sahin, 2004;  Gruenert, 2005; Yalcin & 
Karadag, 2013;  Khan, 2019). Yet, the percentages of elementary teachers reporting high 
levels of shared decision-making in this study was low and these teachers still reported 
positive school climates. These findings bring to question whether shared decision-
making is the only leadership style that contributes to positive school climates or are 
there other factors leading to positive school climates. 
Limitations 
A potential limitation of this research is the validity in teachers’ responses. When 
subjects such as climate and leadership are involved, participants sometimes answer 
items the way that they would like to have things instead of describing the true reality. 
Because of this potential limitation, the researcher carefully chose the questionnaire 
making sure that the items were specific. The choice to use these questionnaires did result 
in having a lengthy questionnaire. Although some domains were removed to shorten the 
response time, the questionnaire still consisted of 109 items. With this many items, 
survey fatigue likely took place. There were 90 responses that were incomplete and had 
to eliminated. Because these participants did not answer demographic questions, the 
researcher was unable to make generalizable assumptions as to why they exited the 
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questionnaire. These withdrawals were likely due to the length of the questionnaire and 
these factors likely affected the validity of this study.  
The SEDS-R instrument brings another potential limitation. Shared decision-
making does not have one clear definition but instead can look differently in different 
schools. When overall scores are considered, teachers did not report that shared decision-
making was taking place. This could be because of the way shared decision-making looks 
in their schools. Some schools might lead teachers or committees who help make 
decisions for the team, while others have principals who go directly to particular teachers 
instead of the whole staff. Another limitation that the instrument brings about is that 
some of the domains are about district level decisions such as budgeting, hiring of 
personnel, school improvement and change initiatives, and district policies. Many times, 
all teachers do not have input in these decisions and if shared decision-making does take 
place it involves select teachers within a committee. 
Another potential limitation to this study is that the effects that COVID-19 has 
had on teachers affected how they respond to the climate section of the questionnaire. 
Although climates were overall rated positively, participants could have allowed the 
changes and added pressures due to COVID-19 such as virtual learning and increased 
absenteeism to affect how they view their schools’ climates and how they responded to 
the climate items. Without these pressures, climate might have been rated even higher. 
There is a chance that this limitation also affected the validity.  
Finally, sample size is another limitation.  The researcher was able to solicit 
responses from 10 superintendents allowing the researcher to contact the elementary 
teachers in his/her district, but there are 138 superintendents in Mississippi. Two hundred 
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twenty-nine teachers out of nearly 13,000 elementary education teachers in Mississippi 
responded to the survey. Although there were representatives from most regions in 
Mississippi, this is a small representation the elementary teachers’ population.  
Recommendations for Practice 
This study showed that there is a positive correlation between shared decision-
making and school climate. According to the participating elementary teachers, shared 
decision-making is rarely taking place. School leaders should be more intentional on 
shared decision-making habits and including teachers in the decision-making process. 
According to the findings in the regression analysis, if shared decision-making increases, 
the schools’ climate will also increase. Some items that these teachers rated low that 
administrators could focus on increasing are including teachers in school improvement 
plan development, setting policies for homework, behavior, and attendance, choosing the 
curriculum for students, and deciding activities for school and community relations. 
Using the specific items from SEDS-R, administrators could find specific ideas for 
including teachers in decision making. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This research aimed to fill a gap that is in the educational leadership literature. 
There are very few studies about the relationship between shared decision-making and 
school climate and the extent to which the relationship exists. Specifically, the research 
has not been done in Mississippi.  Further research done on this topic in Mississippi is 
still needed.  
 Shared decision-making is large concept that involves many people through the 
community. This research focused solely on the opinions of teachers. Future researchers 
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could also focus on shared decision-making with other stakeholders such as other district 
employees, students, community members, parents, etc. 
 Future research should also consider gathering data on a school level instead of an 
individual level. Doing this would allow for the overall shared decision-making taking 
place and perceptions of school climate to be compared. One could then make more 
broad conclusions about the level of relationship between the two constructs. 
 Finally, this research could be done on a larger scale. This survey research 
included the reports of 229 teachers; there are nearly 13,000 elementary teachers in 
Mississippi. Future researchers could aim to gather the perspectives of a larger population 
of teachers in Mississippi, including middle school and high school teachers. 
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